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1. 
PURPOSE: 
T'ne purpose of this stu.dy is to make a comparison between direct 
depth judgment and. indirect judgment as would be the case when using 
the rear view mirror in an automobile. We want to find out if a 
person's judgment of depth is altered any while using a mirror, such 
as, in a car. 
'I 
I 
2. 
REVIEW OF -LITER.\TURE: 
We could find nothing in the literature which dealt directly with 
the depth judgments in a mirror. 
The modified Howard-Dahlman peg test was used in our experiment 
because of its wide familiarity and its compatability for our distances. 
One study was found, 11The Influence of Some Side Mirror Parameters 
on the Decisions of Drivers", which dealt with judgment through a mirror 
but it was comparing various radii of curvature of the mirrors. 
APPARATUS: 
The apparatus was of wood construction painted white. It was 
designed to be portable. At the front on the bottom was a cue stop 
to prevent .the observer from gaining depth cues other than the dis-
parity of the pegs. Behind the cue stop was the base (3' x 7'). 
On the base was mounted a dark gray stationary peg (i11 x 1411). 
There was also a variable peg of the same description which could 
be moved 36 inches in both directions inside the box. Behind the 
-
base was a back stop (41 x 81) to prevent any operational cues fr:om 
the experimenters movement. The far to near separation was measured 
by use of yard sticks mounted upon the handle used to move the 
variable peg. 
The experiment was rllil in the Pacific University Field House, 
therefore, the illu.rnination was held constant at 59 foot-candles 
with no significant shadows. 
The viewing apparatus was a two feet by three feet opaque 
material. The aperture was a five inch by.six inch rectangle for 
viewing directly or the same hole could be a mirror and indirect 
viewing could be made. The distances from the aperture and the 
mirror were held constant at two feet. The head tilt was also con-
stant for both viewing conditions. 
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.5. 
PROCEDURE: 
We ran the ex-periment at three different distances (JO', 1001, 
and 1501). The subjects viewing conditions (directly and indirectly) 
were varied randomly as to the order so that no pattern would be set 
in the first which could effect the following viewing conditions. 
Yne subject was told that the movable peg would be moved to one 
extreme and then :noved at varying speeds towards the stationary one 
and he was to report when they were both equal distances from him. 
This was done four times from each direction, in the direct and indirect 
position, and at the three different distances. 
The subject had a whistle in which he was to blow when the pegs 
were lined up at equal distances from him. 
In the second part of the experiment, we had a stationa :r,t target 
set at 50 feet, a second target was moved until the subject reported 
it was half as far away as the 50 foot target. Another reading was 
taken when the movable target was judged by the subject to be twice as 
far away as 50 feet. The mirror and direct methods were again used in 
making the judgments. 
On the following four pages , there are samples_of the data taken. 
These will be found in the appendix. 
·--
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DISCUSSION: 
At the near distance, the average judgments of distance were 
almost identical. The direct being an average of 1.47 inches closer 
to the observer and the mirror judgments being 1.41 inches closer. 
This is .4-0 percent and • 39 percent respectively. The standard 
deviations were plus or minus 2.06 inches or .56 percent and plus 
or minus 4. 72 inches or l.J percent respectively. 
The dispersion was slightly greater for the mirror judgment as 
was shown by the graph. The ranges were 19 inches for the direct 
and 22 inches for the mirror. 
When presenting.the target in a near to far sequence, the subject 
reported the target farther from the observer than when presented in 
a far to nea� presentation. This was constant throughout the direct 
and indirect observation. 
At the intermediate distance, the results were again very similar 
with the averages being 2.01 inches closer (.17�) for the direct and 
).OJ inches closer (.25%) for the mirror. The standard deviation 
showed an increase in the direct but the mirror showed very little 
increase, being J.46 inches { .2950 and 4. 73 inches (. 39%) for the 
mirror. 
At the 150 foot distance the results were again very similar, 
with the averages being .79 inches closer (.04;'&) for the direct and 
ll. 
1.98 inches closer (.11%) for the mirror. The standard deviations 
were similar to the other, being J.59 inches (.2%) and J.82 inches 
(.21%). The dispersion is much greater here being five feet in both 
cases but this would be expec�ed due to the increase in distance. 
In the second part of the eXl)eriment where we were making judg­
ments of half and twice as far as a standard., the subjects reported 
the halfway target to be farther than halfway by 8.8 percent for the 
direct and 14 percent for the mirror or closer to the fifty foot 
standard. Wnen judging twice as far, the subject always reported 
the target to be less than twice as far, by 24.4 percent for the direct 
and 14 percent for the mirror judgment or again closer to the 50 foot 
control. 
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CONCLUSION: 
The 11T11 test was run on all comparisons with an alpha of .01. 
All tests accepted the null hypothesis that there is no significant 
difference between a depth j�gment made with a mirror and one made 
without a mirror or' direct. 
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